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PREFACE
Soroe knowledge of the governmental organization 
of the City of London w ill provide assistance in follow­
ing the story of ship-money collections in that c ity .
The best modern brief account is  in lielvin G * wren’s 
*’The Disputed Elections in London in 1541," from which 
the following quotation is  token:
Each of the City’s twenty—six wards, a ll but six  
of which lay within the walls which enclosed 
less than one square mile, was administered by 
an alderman. Elected for l i f e  by the court of 
aldermen from three or four nominees chosen by 
the freemen assembled in wardmote, he served 
without pay end was subject to a fine of from 
four hundred to e i^ t  hundred pounds i f  he de­
clined the honour# The twenty-six aldermen, of 
which ordinarily the oldest on point of service 
who had served as sheriff but had not ’passed 
the chair’ was lord mayor, constituted the court 
of aldermen. The court appointed various o f f i­
c ia ls , ordered payments from the City treasury 
or ’chamber’ , guided Ihe lives and guarded the 
incomes of orphan wards of the City, and with 
the common council shared control over the livery  
companies of the City, of one of which every 
alderman was a member. The court of aldermen 
was more an executive than a leg isla tive body, 
confining it s e lf  largely to implementing the 
broad lines of policy laid down by the court of 
common council. The latter included the lord 
mayor and aldermen in addition to some two hun­
dred and twenty common councilraen, elected 
annually by the freemen of eech ward from 
nominees usually selected in a parish or precinct 
meeting. Lach ward was served in common council 
by one delegate for each of the ward’s precincts. 
This lower house of the City’s legislature ap­
pointed a number of o ff ic ia ls , assessed taxes 
within the City, and enacted in general terms 
such lews as were necessary to the orderly govern­
ment of the capital, apparently quite content, at
ir
least until the c iv i l  war» to leave to the court 
of aldermen the burden of executing the laws.
During the c iv il  war the common council in s3̂  ted 
upon its  right to govern the City free from veto 
by lord mayor or court of aldermen. A third 
court, the court of common hall, included the 
liverymen of a ll  the companies of London. It 
met rarely, usually but twice a year, once to 
nominate two candidates for the mayoralty, the 
final choice resting with the court of aldermen; 
and again to elect the sheriffs and other officers.
The court of common hall, numbering upwards of six  
thousand of the wealthiest citizens of London, 
also chose the four burgesses who represented the 
City in the house of commons. The machinery of 
government of the City remains to-day what i t  has 
been for many centuries, elthou^ the power i t  
formerly enjoyed has been encroached upon by the 
London County Council and the national government. *■
A word regarding dates w ill not be amiss. Until 
1752 England continued to use the Julian calendar, which 
in the seventeeth century was ten days behind the Gregorian. 
In addition the English began their new year on Lierch 25 
rather than January 1. In this thesis the old style dates 
have been used unless marked new style (n .s .) , and to 
assist in keeping the time sequence clear, those dates 
which f e l l  between January 1 and Liarch 25 show the new 
style year in parenthesis after the old sty le , thus 
1654(5).
1 .^elvln C. iV r en , "The Disputed Elections in London in 
1641," English Historical Review, LXIV, No. 250 (Jan.
1949), ÿ . 54% iJee also Sidney and Beatrice »«ebb, English 
Local Government (London: 1908), III , pp. 569-692.
Chapter I
ÎHE FINAKCIiX AND CONSTITUTIONAL POSITION
OF CHARLES I
Charles I f e l l  heir to a constitutional en d  
financial situation which was not of his own making. 
That robe the Tudors wore so well, the concept of iCing- 
In-Parliement, had begun to pert at the seams in 1588, 
after the defeat of the Spanish Armada, Tudor govern­
ment had been built around successive emergencies: 
resurgence of the nobles, the fight against Home, the 
threat of Spain, But after 1588 England was relatively  
secure, trade was prospering, end the Catholic threat 
had been abated. And so men*s thoughts turned to the 
internal organization of Er l̂and and reform.
On his way down from Scotland to take over 
the throne of Elizabeth, James I was handed a petition  
said to be signed by a thousand clergymen asking for re­
form. of the English Church, James ended the long war 
with Spain and always prided himself upon keeping Eng­
land at i>eace. Attempts by the House of Commons to 
limit the king’s control over customs and to define tie 
royal authority in its  relations with parliament fo l­
lowed soon after,
James I was not the man to deal with the d if­
ficu ltie s  facing the Crown upon his ascension, t̂here
co£npx*oiQ.is@ was psQU.lX'Gdf impatience oîiaraotenized James»
His theory of monarchy, the divine r i # t  of kings, was 
diametrically opposed to that held by the Ooiamons#
James was intelligent enough to see the implications 
of parliamentary supremacy* Re knew that such a theory, 
i f  put into practice, wuld make a legal fiction  of 
kingship as i t  was understood in those days» Thou^ 
the issue was not Joined during James* reign and 
probably not understood in clear-out terms, i t  was 
unmistakably there. The inability of king and parliament 
to agree upon the piece of each in the scheme of 
government led to an ever-widening r i f t .  Ror was the 
situation bettered by James* reliance for advice upon 
court favorites. Buckingham, for instance, was a sharp 
thorn in James* side, but James never realized^it»
The last years of Elizabeth* s reign, particularly 
after the death of her lord treasurer, Burghley, wore 
marked by a worsening of the Crown's financial position.
The maintenance of troops in the Netherlands and Franc© 
and the costly Irish garrison were serious drains upon 
Elizabeth's treasury. Burghley and his successor, lord 
Buokhurst, were forced to levy new impositions upon the 
customs, to resume farming of certain customs duties, 
and to search out new projects which would produce 
revenue. In times of extreme financial emergencies
Elizabetli sold a quantity of O xom i lands, as did Jamas 
and Charles to a much greater extent, thus re­
ducing Crown revenue. Also reducing the Crown’s revenue 
was the rapidly depreciating value of money which con­
tinued through Charles’ reign. .vhen Elizabeth died, her
1
debts were over 6400,000.
Despite his having ended the long war with 
3 pa in and thus eliminating a heavy expense, James’ pro­
fligacy added a considerable sum to his inherited debt.
In 1608 the Crown debt stood close to 6600,000 and by
2
1620 i t  had risen to well over 6800,000, Then in 1624, 
in the face of very awkward financial d ifficu ltie s ,
James embarked upon another war with Spain.
James died in 1625 and le ft  his financial 
problems to Charles. ;mong these were commitments to 
further the war of 620,000 and 650,000 per month in Ger­
many end Denmark respectively and debts of approximately 
61,000,000. The war, also inherited, was estimated to 
cost 6700,000, but the parliament summoned in 1625 saw
3
f i t  to vote Charles only two subsidies, about 6160,000.
1 Frederick C. Dietz. English Public Finance. 1558-1641 
(New York: 1932), p. 113. ----------------------
2 Ibid .. pp. 121, 184.
3 Ibid .. pp. 223, 225-26, 271; John Hushworth, H istori- 
cel Collections of Private Passages of Jtate (hereafter 
ci ted as iiushworth j rhondon : 1721) , I , p. Î74.
The second session of this parliament
failed to provide additional funds, and Charles was
forced to wage war wl thout parliamentary grants. He
succeeded for a time, but hard pressed by the tremendous
costs, he ventured to ca ll another parliament in 1628•
This par11ament purchased the Petition of Right for
five subsidies which eventually yielded 6275,000 to pay
4
debts and expenditures of 61,300,000# The hopeless 
financial situation was probably the greatest factor in 
bringing h o stilit ie s  with Spain to a halt# The parlia­
ment which met in the following year found it s e lf  in 
complete disagreement with the Crown, and Charles was 
forced to end the session in order to maintain the con­
stitutional position of the Crown. Richard tÿeston, the 
lord treasurer at the time, was convinced that there 
was no need to put up with parliament since parliament 
refused to vote money for the expenses of government. 
Charles agreed#
By 1634 the king and his advisers were very 
much concerned about the position to which England had
4 Dietz, Public Finance, p# 246.
5 Ibid#. pp. 253-57, 262n#
6
fallen In the ©yes of the continental powers. She was
faced with hostile ta r iffs , her ships were being seized
and her seaiaen imprisoned, and she was in constant
danger of being drawn again into the Thirty Years Jar
s t i l l  raging on the continent. The coastal waters were
Infested with pirates whom the present small navy could
not control. Nor could it  give satisfactory protection
to fishermen against the inroads the Dutch were making
8
into English fishing waters. Even historians who have 
l i t t l e  use for Charles* methods admit that a f le e t  was 
sorely needed to restore England’s lo st prestige and to
5 Zonea to the Doge, July 14, 1654 (n .s .) . Calendar of 
State Papers, Venetian (abbreviated hereafter as Cal. S.
P. Yen.)% 1652*1656 (London;1921), pp. 244-45; Gorrer to 
the Doge, Nov. 24, 1634 (n .s .) . Ib id .. p. 299.
7 Dietz, Public Finance, p. 266-67.
8 William Sanderson, History of the Life end Reign of 
King Charles (London: 1658), p. 197; Rushworth, Ï Ï , p. 246; 
Lords of the council to the chamber of Exeter, lie y 21,
1633, Report on the Records of the City of Exeter. îilstori-  
cal ivisnu s crlpts C ommi ssion (a bbrev is te d he re a f te r as IÎ. M.
C.) ,  p. 89; Petition of the merchants of Exeter to the 
council, April, 1631, Calendar of State Papers, Domestic 
Series (abbreviated hereafter as Cal. a. P% Pom.) 1631-
Xd33 (London: 1862), p. 28; Memorandum by Sir Robert Heath, 
Lord Chief Justice of the Court of Common Pleas, ( 1632?) , 
Ibid .. p. 489; Stephen Dowell, History of Taxes in England.
pT 246. In Nov. 1629, tha flee t consisted of 24,388 
tons, 66 ships. Thirteen of these ships, 2,266 tons, were 
of no use et a ll ,  and many of the others were very small 
ships unsuited for long sea duty. Dietz, Public Finance, 
p. 267n.
8
protect her Interests* So the device of ship—Bioney was 
revived as the most likely  means of providing the necessary 
navy*
î hen necessary to defend English coasts and 
border seas the liante genet kings had called upon the port 
towns to furnish ships manned, armed, and provisioned for 
war* But ship-money In the seventeenth century replaced 
the ships which had been called for in the fourteenth. 
Charles* writs were so drawn that each xarish or hundred 
contributed its  small share toward the town’s or county’s 
maintenance of a ship-of-war during the time each year 
that the flee t would be in service. Only London, whose 
wealth and size justified  unique treatment, was allowed 
to provide ships Instead of money. »Vith the receipts 
from the rest of the kingdom Charles was able to renovate 
the Royal Navy, to retire vessels no longer serviceable, 
to repair others not wholly gone, and to build new modern 
men-of—war capable of contesting with the Dutch, French, 
and opanish when the need arose. Indeed, Cromwell’s 
later eccomplishments at sea would have been impossible 
without the reconditioning and expansion of the Royal Navy 
made possible by Charles* collection of ship-money against 
which the English middle class complained so b itterly .
8 Edward Earl of Clarendon, The History of the Rebellion 
end Civil fVars in England ( Oxford : Î849) , I, p. Ô5; Eemuel 
R. Gardiner, History of England, 1603-1642 (London: 1884). 
TII, p. 358, VIII, p. 269.
Chapter II
B A O K a n o v im  o f  m i P ^ i ^ o i r z Y
Attorney General v» 1111am Noy has been given
most of the credit for originating the 1634 project
of furnishing a navy by means of ship-money* Clarendon 
says that Hoy "with his own hand drew and prepared 
the writ for ship-money*" Dietz agrees that ship- 
money was Hoy’s suggestion and adds that i t  v;as he 
who so devised the writs that money rather than ships 
would be provided*
The question of the king’s legal right to 
use Hoy’s idea was given to Lord Thomas Coventry, Lord 
Keeper, end the Lari of lAanchester, Lord Keeper of the 
î*rivy Seel, to consider* Iheir opinion being favorable, 
the suggestion to use ship-money was broached to the 
Privy Council in a statement read by sir  John Coke, 
one of the two Secretaries of State* The idea was well 
received and a committee was appointed to consult with
1 Clarendon, History, I , p* 104*
£ Dietz, Public Finance, p. 267* See also Rushworth,
II, p* 247; Sanderson, History of Charles, p. 198; 
Dowell, Taxes, I, pp* 246-47; Gardiner. History. VII, 
p* 356 a îï  o t  ïdîom agree that ship-money was instigated 
by Noy*
?
3
Noy and to consider ways end means of making the lev ies .
At the same time a search was made of the records to
find precedents, air John Borough, keeper of the
records In the Tower, found several examples from the
Patent Rolls and Close Rolls of the reigns of Edward I,
II, and III. For example, in the reign of Edward III:
The king having appointed Walter d@ Llanny, 
his admiral of the North, to arrest a ll ships 
within his admiralty f i t  for passing the seas 
and to cause them to be doubly manned and 
furnished with arms,victuals, and other 
necessaries for the wars, and to be carried 
to Yarmouth and Orewe11 at a certain day.
And understanding that many of the inhabitants 
of Eyme refused to contribute the furnishing 
and victualing of the said ships or the wages 
of the men that were to go in them, considering 
the t e l l  those of the said town who had no 
parts in those ships were bound to contribute 
towards the said charge, did by his commission 
assign ï^illiam de Wynton and Thomas de Melche- 
bourne to assess a ll  such men of the said town, 
according to the proportion of their lands, 
tenements, goods, and chattels, to contribute 
to the expenses end wa/^s of the Bien in the 
said ^ ip s and towards furnishing them with 
munitions as aforesaid; and having levied the 
money so assessed, to cause the same to be 
delivered to such as were to receive i t .  To 
which purpose the sheriff of Norfolk end the 
mayor and b a iliffs  of that town were coimnanded 
to assist them. 4
3 Gardiner, History. VII, pp. 357-59.
4 12 Edward III, Hotulus Alemanni, (Oct.) 1634, State 
Papers, Domestic Series, Charles I (Public Record Office) 
(abbreviated hereafter as S. P. Dom. Charles I ) , CCLXIVI, 
No. 65. The spelling end punctuation have been modernized 
in material taken from manuscripts.
Tlie medieval precedents seem to have been
the only ones noted, despite there having been several
recent instances which could have been cited» In
Elizabethan times the port towns were called upon to
help defend the Country against the Spanish /armada,
and again in 1626, during another war with 3psin, the
threat of invasion caused the king to ca ll upon London
5
for twenty ships. A further search of recent records 
would have revealed a uiost telling  precedent, for a 
l i t t l e  over three years before the ship-money suggestion 
was made the south-ooast towns themselves offered to
6
defray the cost of ships to f i ^ t  the channel pirates.
It is  probable that Koy as a member of the Privy
Council knew of this request, particularly in view of
the fact that the Council asked Exeter and other towns
to have representatives at ^Whitehall on June 1, 1633,
7
to discuss the matter. In presenting only medieval 
precedents hoy may have been concerned only to show the 
earliest examples and thus prove how ancient end un­
questioned this royal prerogative was.
5 •dee Lielvin C. iVren, "London and the IVenty Ships, 
1626-1627," American Historical Review. LV, Ko. Z (Jan.
1950), pp. 321-2^'fox̂  a discussion of both periods.
6 le tition  of the merchants of Exeter to the council, 
April, 1631, Cal. 3. P. Dom. 1631-33. p. 28.
7 Lords of the council to the chamber of Exeter, „ny, 
21, 1633, Records of Exeter. H. LI. J . ,  p. 89.
Armed with precedents end with judicial
assurance that the collection of ship-money would be
legal, the business went forward quickly, 3oke was
ordered to prepare an estlomte of the cost of the
proposed f le e t , and the committee considered several
methods of making the assessments, A difference of
opinion developed between Hoy and the comraittee of the
Privy Council over the inclusion of the msritJme
counties %lth the port towns. The committee fe lt  they
should be excluded, probably because the legal precedents
applied only to the towns, Noy wanted the counties
9
brought in to ease the charge on the towns, lie
eventually won his point although he did not live to
see the v/rits executed.
The king and the council were now In agreement,
10
If this n̂ew—old way of dead Noy*s*' proved successful, 
the king was assured a navy to meet the threats against 
the kingdom,
A contemporary, sympathetic to Jharles, con—
8 Notes by Joke, (June?) 1634, Jal. o, P, Dom, 1634-35, 
p. 100; Lord Keeper Coventry to the king, Jul^mT, 163^  
Ibid ,, p, 161,
9 Coventry to the king, July 22, 1634, Ib id ,. p, 161,
10 Rev, iir, George Garrard to Thoims .*entv/orth, Earl of 
Strafford, Jan, 11, 1634(5), William Knovvler (ed, ), The 
Karl of Strafforde*s Letters end Dispatches (hereafter 
cl ted a a 3 tra f ford Le 11 ers ) (London: 1 ? ^ )  , I , p. S50.
1 1
demned ship-money as ”a spring and magazine that should
have no bottom, and for an everlasting supply of a ll  
11
occasions*« But there is  no indication that the king
or any of his advisers intended ship-money for any
other us© than to rebuild a weakened navy* Indeed,
every shilling collected and much more out of Charles’
12
own purse went for naval expenditures*
11 Clarendon, History* I , p* 98*
12 Miss M. D* Gordon, *"fhe Collection of Shlp-Lloney in 
the Reign of Charles I , ’* Transactions of the Royal 
Historical Society (hereafter cited as Gordon* Transactions) 
(London: 1910), Third Beries, IV, p. 153* "
Chapter III 
LOUDON Aim Tim  1634 LEVY
Ihe ship-money writs, addressed to the port 
towns end maritime counties, were drawn end dated October 
20, 1634. Two writs were sent to London. One writ was 
directed :
to the B ailiff of the City of .V estialnster; to 
the ^eyor. Commonalty, and Citizens of the City 
of London, (a  ̂Lords of the IJanor and Borough of 
oouthwark; to the B ailiff of the Liberty of 3t. 
Katherine near the Tower, London; to the Port- 
grave, Jurâtes, and Inhabitants of the Towns 
and Perishes of Gravesend end Milton and also 
to the honest men in the same City, Borough,
Liberty, Towns, and Parishes, and members of 
the same ; and in the Villages of Limehouse, 
Ratcliffe, Stepney, iVhitechapel, Ilile End,
Btratford, Blackwall» Barking, Rederith, Dept­
ford, Greenwich, Plumstead, Grith, Greenhith, 
and Northfleet, and in a ll other Towns and 
Maritime Places between the aforesaid City of 
•Westminster and tin aforesaid Tov/ns and Parishes 
of Gravesend and Llilton end the members of the 
same (except the City of London, Liberties, and 
Buburbs thereof). 1
Westminster, Bouthwark, end the other towns and hamlets 
in the London area were ordered to prepare one five hun­
dred— ton ship-of-war fu lly  provisioned and equipped for
1 Minutes of the Court of Common Council, Nov. 19, 1634, 
Journal of the Court of Common Council (MBS, deposited in 
the Record Office of the City of London) (hereafter cited 
as Journal), XKKVII, fo l. 12.
2
Six months service and manned with two hundred men.
The second writ ordered the "llayor, Commonalty,
and Citizens of Cur City of London, and the sheriffs of
the same City, and good Lien in the said City, and in the
Liberties, and Members of the same," to;
cause to be prepared and brought to the port 
of Portsmouth, before the f ir s t  day of Liarch 
now next ensuing, one ship of war of the 
burden of nine hundred tons, with three hun­
dred and f i f ty  men at the least, as well 
expert masters, as very able and sk ilfu l 
mariners; one other ship of war of the burden 
of eight hundred tons, with two hundred and 
sixty men at the le a s t , . . .four other ships 
of war, every of them of the burden of five  
hundred tons, end every of them with two 
hundred men at the least,...an d  one other 
ship of war of the burden of three hundred 
tons, with a hundred end f if ty  men,... end 
also every of the said ships with ordnance,
. . . gun—powder, and spears and weapons, and 
other necessary arms sufficient for war, and 
with double tackling, and with victuals, until 
the said f ir s t  of Liarch, competent for so 
many men; and from that time, for twenty-six 
weeks, at your charge.. .Also We have assigned
2 Ibid. By a series of charters granted in 1327, 1462, 
end IbbO London had been given jurisdiction over the 
Borough of oouthwerk. Although i t  was the expressed in­
tention of the charter of 1550 that Southwark become a 
pert of London, the <lard of Bridge Without (so named by 
the City on July 13, 1550) never achieved equality with 
the other wards of the City. '̂rora 1557 on the Court of 
Aldermen chose 3outhwark*s alderman, which position 
gradually became an honorary one for tho City^s senior 
alderman. Bouthv/ark was never represented in the Court 
of Common Council. Gee W. de Gray Birch (ed .). Histori­
cal Charters end Constitutional Hocuments of the U iiy  of 
Lo~nd̂ on~tLondon: 1884) . pp. 59-60. 80-82. 1 1 C > " Reginald 
R. iiharpe, London and the Kingdom (London: 1894), I, pp. 
308, 441-447 W. J. Loftie. London (London: 1887), pp. 112, 
140—48.
TT
you, the aforesaid mayor and aldermen of the 
C ity.. .within thirty days after the receipt 
of this writ, to assess a ll men in the said 
l i t y ,  and in the lib erties, end cumbers of 
the same, to contribute to the expenses, 
about the necessary provision of the premises 
•••Also We have assigned you, the aforesaid 
mayor * and also the sheriffs of the City afore­
said, to levy the portions so as aforesaid 
assessed upon the aforesaid men.• .by distress 
and other due means; and to commit to prison 
a ll those, whom you shall find rebellious 
and contrary in the premises, there to remain 
until shall give further order for their 
delivery* 3
4
ïvhile the writs were dated October 20, the
City’s records indicate that they were not received until 
5
November 6* On that day the Court of aldermen celled a 
meeting of the City*s legal counsel for the following 
.Wednesday, November 12, to consider the contents of the 
writs and to determine what procedures the City should 
follow* iJTm blason, the City recorder, and ülosse, the
comptroller of the Chamber of London, were ordered to
3 xushworth, II, pp* 257-59.
4 although iîushworth shows the date of the writs to be 
October 20, the copy of the writ in the collection of otate 
Papers, Domestic has October 6, 1634 on the last page of 
the manuscript* dee photostatic  copy. Appendix ^1.
5 covering letter  dated October 31 sent with the writs
is in Privy Council Register (microfilm of j%:SS* deposited 
in the Public Î ecord Office) (abbreviated hereafter as
1. C. R*), 2/44, pp* 199 f f .
attend the nee ting of the lawyers. In the gieentime the 
town clerk was asked to translate the writs from Latin 
into English and to make a number of copies. ; t the
same meeting of the Jourt of v.ldermen, the 3ity»s so lic i­
tor, Mr. i.i@rsh, was told to look for precedents ' in the 
Tower and elsewhere touching this business." The legal
staff was directed to "certify unto this Court how they
6
find the same and their opinions."
%hen the Court of Aldermen met a week later, the 
report of the City’s legal counsel v,as not complete. It 
is  not unlikely that the legal advisers needed more time 
to gather data. The Court named the recorder, six  alder- 
zmn, a legal sta ff of five , and the comptroller of the 
Chamber to a committee to meet at the Guildhall for 
further study of the writs. The men were also to discover 
what had been done by the City and by Southwark in similar 
eases in the past and to "consider of the City’s charter, 
grants, end records how far they do exempt the City from 
such charges.” The committee was to hear Llr. Marsh’s 
report on precedents vhlch had not been ready in time for 
the November 12 meeting of the lawyers end, after con­
sidering a ll  of the factors, was to render a report to the
6 Minutes of the Court of Aldermen, Nov. 6, 1634, 
Repertory of the Court of Aldermen (Â S. deposited in 
the Record Office of the City of London) (hereafter cited 
as Repertory), XLIX, fo ls . 5b-6.
l ô
7
Court of Aldermen.
On üionday, November 17, the Court of Aldermen 
celled a meeting of the Court of Common Council for the
following iVednesday to deliberate the two ship-money 
8
writs. At Its meeting on November 19 the Common Council
dealt only with the writ addressed to Southwark* After
hearing the writ the Common Gounoil chose a committee of
two aldermen and four common ccaincilmen to "treat and
confer and conclude with the B ailiff of Westminster and
others to whom the said writ is  as aforesaid directed for
and touching the premises" and asked the committee to
report back "from time to time of their doings and opinions 
9
therein." In so dealing with the Southwark writ the 
Court of Common Gounoil did not commit i t s e lf  to comply 
with the king*s demand. To "treat and confer and conclude" 
le ft  the way open for London to oppose the writ in co­
operation with .Vestminster and the other tovms. Cn the 
other hand, i f  the writ could not successfully be opposed 
or i f  i t  was decided to accept the writ without question.
7 Llinutes of the Court of ^̂ Idermen, tJov. 13, 1634, 
Ibid .. fo l. 18.
8 L̂ inutes of the Court of Aldermen, Nov. 17, 1634, 
Ibid .. fo l. 18b.
9 LdLnutes of the Court of Common Council, Nov. 19, 
1634, Journal, XXXVII, fo l. 12.
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the City had p3X>vided the means whereby It oould act with
the others named in the writ to supply the ship.
The writ covering the seven ships to be supplied
by the City was not considered by the Court of Common
10
Council until December 2, despite the fact that the writ
had ordered that e l l  assessments be made within thirty
days after it s  receipt. The committee of lawyers earlier
eppointed by the Court of Aldermen now reported to the
Court of Common Council, and the larger body decided to
petition the king against the levy.
Your petitioners do in e l l  submissive humbleness 
and with acknowledgement of your sacred Liejesty*s 
many favors unto your said City inform your 
I^ajesty that they conceive that by ancient privi­
leges, grants,- and acts of Parliament (which 
they ere ready to humbly shew forth) they ere 
exempt and are to be freed from that chai'ge, 
jm d  do most humbly pray, that your jesty will 
be graciously pleased that the petitioners with 
your princely grace and favor may enjoy the 
said privileges and exemptions end be freed 
from providing of the said ships and provisions,
The City’s petition to be excused from providing
the seven ships was ignored by the Crown, end on December
9 the king by letter ordered the Londoners to comply with
10 Minutes of the Court of Common Council, Dec, 2, 1634, 
Ibid ,. fo ls , 19-19b; Hushworth, II, p. 265,
11 Minutes of the Court of Cojamon Council, Dec, 2, 1634, 
Journal, XXXVII, fo l, 20; Hushworth, II, p, 266,
. 3
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the terms of the writ. The City nsside no effort to press 
its  opposition. The search of the records must have 
hrou^t to light London’s stubborn fight to avoid pro­
viding twenty ships for the navy back in 1626» a fight
13
which the citizens had lo st. Now the Common Council,
14
many of whose members had sat in the seme body in 1626, 
must have decided that further opposition to the royal 
writ was useless, end so i t  accepted i t  after only token 
resistance *
Curiously enou^, on the day before the king’s
letter of December 9 was sent to the City, the Court of
Alderi;ien ordered:
that a ll and every the ward books of names of 
a ll the inhabitants within the same shall to­
morrow morning be brou^t into this Court; end 
that a ll the aldermen do then appear, that 
some course may forthwith (be) taken for the 
assessing a ll  men in this City, and in the 
lib erties, end members of the same, towardâ 
the necessary expenses about the provision of
12 Llinutes of the Court of Aldermen, Deo. 10, 1634, 
Repertory, XLIX, fo ls . 45—45b. Similar orders dated Deo. 
9, 1634 sent to the sheriffs of a ll counties (including 
that to London) are in the R. G. R. , 2/44, pp. 261-65.
13 Làee Wren; "London and the Twenty Ships, 1626-1627," 
pp. 321-25,
14 See Melvin G. wren, "The Disputed Elections in London 
in 1641," English Historical Review, LXIV, No. 250 (Jan. 
1949), pp. 48-52 for instances of years-long continuous 
service by members of the Court of Common Council.
the ships end other neoesseries coramanded by 
his jasty*s writ late In that behalf d i­
rected. 15
The action suggests that individual Londoners had had con­
versations with members of the Lrlvy Gounoil which le f t
16
no room for further srgunient. If tho surmise is  correct
15 Order of the Court of Aldermen, Deo. 8, 1634, 
Repertory, XLIX, fol* 38*
16 Gardiner Insists that the lord mayor himself end the 
City’s lawyers were called before the Privy Council end 
there "reprimanded" end "intimidated" as a result of the 
City’s petition. Gardiner, History of Lnglend. VII, p* 
376* The Venetian ambassador sent the seme information 
to his government* Gorrer to the Doge, Jen. 5, 1635 (n.
s . ) ,  Cal. o. P. Yen. 1632-36. p. 314* However, Gardiner
cltes""otraf:^ord*S;■ Letters which do not give quite the 
Same information:
In my last I advertised your Lordship, that the 
i.isyor of London received some reprimand for 
being so slow in giving answer to the writ sent
into the City about the shipping-business;
afterward the City Council were called before 
the Lords, and received some gentle check, or 
rather were admonished, to take heed how they 
advised the City in a case sc clear for the 
King, wherein his Lajesty had f ir s t  advised 
with his learned counsel, and with his Council 
of otate. It wrought this effect, that they 
a ll yielded, and instantly f e l l  to seizing 
D #<»# assessing in e l l  the wards of London.
Garrard to Wentworth, Jan. 11, 1634(5), Strafford’s 
Letters. I , p. 358* But there is  no confirmetion of this 
in the City records. See Sherpe, London end the Kingdom. 
II, p. 114* --------
20
the Privy C o i m G l l l o r s  may  have told the Londoners that 
the letter of Beceiaber 9 was already on its  way.
Two days later, on December 10, the Court of 
Aldermen received the king’s letter  ordering the execu­
tion of the writ. without further question It was 
agreed to proceed to the assessments.
It is  thought f i t  by this Court that every 
alderman shell forthwith ca ll before him his 
deputy end common counciImen within his ward, 
or the greater number of them, and such other 
substantial men within the seme as to him 
8lia 11 be thought f i t ;  and inform himself by 
them, and all other the best means and ways 
he can, of the ab ility  of a ll end every the 
men within his ward and the landholders in 
the same as aforesaid to contribute to the 
necessary provision of the premises; end duly 
consider vhat sum of money may with equality 
and indifference be imposed upon every of 
them, their estates end substances considered, 
for and towards the whole charge which is 
calculated to be thirty thousand pounds, at 
the least, and forthwith certify this Court 
of Aldermen in writing under their hands in 
a fair book the names and surnames of a ll such 
men and landholders within his ward, as also 
the sums of money thou^t f i t  by them assessed 
end laid upon them as aforesaid. 17
The lord iTJayor’s precept to this effect end in substan—
t ls l ly  the same language was issued to eech alderman.
17 Order of the Court of Aldermen, Dec. 10, 1634, Reper­
tory, XLIX, fo ls . 45b-46. Âlthou^ the City’s estimate 
of the cost of furnishing the seven ships was Js30,000, 
this was not in accord with the estimates made by the 
king’s o ff ic ia ls . Under date Deo. 9, the P. C. R., 2/44, 
p. 265, shows London assessed &35,118. This figure is  
confirmed by Notes by Edward Nicholas, Secretary to the 
Lords of the Admiralty, Ziar. 1, 1634(5), S. P. Dorn. 
Charles I ,  CCLX5CXIV, No. 1.
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informing him of the share of the thirty thousand pounds
18
his ward was to provide.
To carry out the lord inaycr^s precept, the 
alderman with his 'common councilmen end other "substantial” 
citizens of the ward consulted the subsidy books in his ward 
to determine each householder’s worth end fix  his assess­
ment. There was a subsidy book or ward book as it  was 
some times colled in each precinct, ond in i t  was listed  
the names and property valuations, both real and personal, 
of the members of the precinct* The subsidy was a direct 
tax laid on the people of England and .Vales, a population 
of more then four million in 1600, worth approximetely 
fc90,000 in Charles’ time. The f ir s t  ship-money levy on
London was equivalent to about 6 1/2 subsidies and later
19
levies about 2 1/3 subsidies. The ward books were re­
vised a Tory two or three years because they were also 
used as the basis of local taxes within the City. But 
they were never completely accurate because of deaths and 
removal s •
18 Precept to the aldermen, no date. Journal, iCXXVII, 
fo ls . 18-18b. There does not seem to be a l i s t  of the 
assessments by ward extant, but see Appendix /f2 t o r  an 
example of how the assessments were made within the wards.
19 Gordon, Transactions. p. 150. The subsidy estimate
of 690,000 is  a combined subsidy, a lay subsidy of 670,000 
and a clerical subsidy of 620,000.
£ 2
rthen the citizen knew his assessment, he would 
pey the money to the churchwarden or sorm other parish 
or precinct o ff ic la l. If he were dissatisfied  with his 
assessment, he might appeal to his ward alderman for e 
review* If he refused to pay, he would suffer distraint, 
that i s ,  the o ffic ia ls  would seize property, usually 
goods of some kind, belonging to him of sufficient value 
to cover his assessment# The merchandise would be con­
veyed to a central location {in London usually the Guild— 
hall) end sold at public auction# If any "overplus" were 
obtained at the sa le, i t  would be returned to him. But 
i f  a delinquent refused to permit his goods to be dis­
trained, he would be subject to conuaitment to prison# If 
any o ffic ia l were sued for i l l  egal entry or illeg a l 
seizure by reason of his activ ities on the Jity’s behalf, 
the l ity  paid for the cost of his defense and lia b ility ,  
i f  any# The o ffic ia l so protected by the City was said 
to be "saved harmless#"
On December 12, the Court of Aidermen ordered 
the recorder and two aldermen to inform the irivy Council
20
of "the City*s proceedings upon the writ for raising ships#"
20 2ilnutes of the Court of Aldermen, Deo# 12, 1634, Reper­
tory, XLIX, fo l. 46b#
25
Cn Deo ember 14, the recorder, acting as spokesmen, gave
the report which v/ss "well received'* by his je sty. The
recorder was directed to make an appearance be fore the
"Board" every îundey afternoon until the Jity had com-
21
pieted it s  task. Five days later the Jourt of Aldermen
appointed a committee of iJLdermen Hsmmersley, J lithe row,
^bbot, Garraway* îbdy, end ĵ ndrews to set forth the Jity
ships, ordering it  to :
take upon them the % hole care and charge in 
taking up t i .e .  hiring) and furnishing, pro­
viding, arming, victualing, and setting  
forth of the said ships, their laen end fur­
niture in warlike m a n n e r . to  oc^pound and 
agree with any person or persons to perform 
nnd supply the said service, so as i t  does 
not cost more than fe30,000; and forthwith 
ana from time to time to consult with Air 
John Joke, one of his ...a je sty* s principal 
secretaries, and take his advice and direc­
tions concerning this service; and the com­
mittee from time to time to report to the 
Jourt. 22
On January 8, a committee was appointed to act as treasurer 
for the ship-money collections. The Jourt of v.ldermen re­
served control of expenditures, however, for they instructed
21 Order in Joimcil, Deo. 14, 1654, P. J. R., 2/44, p.
282; Order in Jounoil, Dec. 14, 1634, Romembrancia of the 
City of London j lJ33m deposited in the Record Office of the 
City of London) (abbreviated hereafter as Hemombrfmoia) , 
VII, FÏO. 152. The e i^ t  volumes of Remembrancia ere oalen# 
dared in J.. H. and H. J . Overall, Analytical Index to the 
Series of Records Known as the Remembrancie of the Jity of 
London (abbreviated hereafter as Index) (London: 1878),
p. 467.
22 Order of the Jourt of Aldermen, Dec. 19, 1654, Heper- 
tory, XLIX, fo is . 51-51b.
24
the connaît tee to issue the money only at their direction.
Two months after provision had been made for
the assessment of ship-money, the Jity took firm steps to
bring in the collections and to punish laggards. In mid-
February the lord mayor directed the aldermen to have
their collectors in the several wards turn over what
money had been received to the committee acting as treasurer
If arrears were not paid ijaioedia tely, the recalcitrants
were to be warned to pay their assessments or expect the
sheriffs to proceed against them without further notice.
The aldermen were given five days to report what action
24
they had taken. i>ess than a fortnight later the lord 
mayor issued another precept ordering those inhabitants 
who were in arrsars to be brought before the ward aldermen. 
If payaient was s t i l l  refused or i f  those directed to ap­
pear did not do so, the alderman was to charge some of 
the constables within your ward immediately to bring before 
me (the lord mayor) the bodies of a ll such i^ersons.. .  to 
the intent that they may be proceeded agslnst and dealt
23 Order of the Court of Aldermen, Jen. 8,.15o4(5), 
Ib id .. fo l. 52.
24 Precept to the aldermen, Feb. 15, 1634(5), Journal, 
X5CXYII, fo l. 43.
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with according to his J.iajesty*s pleesure*”
S¥hllo attending the king on Sunday, February 15, 
Aldermen Garraway and Abdy, two members of the City's 
committee for providing the ships, were informed that his 
Majesty had decided to furnish two of his own ships for 
the use of the admiral and vice-admiral of the ship-money 
f le e t . The cost of providing Ihesa two ships was to be 
borne by London but was not an additional charge. The 
City was to furnish only five ships instead of seven and 
to pay the cost of the two Royal Navy vessels in cash.
The Court of Aldermen did not take issue with this devel­
opment • It ordered the committee to proceed with the 
provisioning and furnishing of the five ships and directed,
at this late date, that the committee and those deputized
£6
to act for i t  be "saved harmless." The Court of Aldermen
25 Precept to the aldermen, Feb. 26, 1634(5), Journal, 
j m c v i l ,  fo l. 49b.
26 Minutes of the Court of Aldermen, Feb. 17, 1634(5), 
Repertory, XLIX, fo ls . 97b-98. The two ships celled for 
in the original writ that were now not to be supplied were 
the ones rated at 900 and 800 tons. See Notes by Nicholas, 
Liar. 1, 1634(6), J. P. Dorn. Charles I, GCLXXXIV, No. 1.
For a l i s t  and description of the five ships actually 
provided by the City see Report by the City of London to 
the lords of the admiralty, Feb. 1634(5), 3. P. Dorn. Charles 
I , CGLXXXIII, No. 117 end Report by the City of London, 
April 19, 1635. Ib id .. QGLXXXYII, No. 9.
The dec is ion of̂  th e king was formalized by the Privy 
Council. i>ee Order of Council, Mar, 4, 1634(5), Gal. 3. P. 
Pom. 1654—35. p. 559 ich ordered the draft of a privy 
seal to lend London the lierhonour end the owiftsure. Privy
26
ordered that fell,475 be paid to the Treasurer of the Ksvy,
iSlT ïYllliaiii Bussell, and several days later confirmed this
action with a direct order to the committee acting as
treasurer for the City to pay this sum upon the orders of
27
the lord mayor and the sheriffs. The money was paid to
üir «ïilliam Russell and noted in his account, of Liarch 8,
28
1634(5).
3eal, war. 24, 1634(5), P. G. H., 2/45, pp. 136-38 l is t s  
a ll  the ships loaned by the king to the towns and ports 
including the L-erhonour and 3wiftsure to London,
The ”saved*~haî mless"* provision was necessary to the 
speedy collection of the levy since collectors and con­
stables would be reluctant to take forceful measures with­
out i t .  For an account of the results obtained without 
such a provision in 1626-27, see inren, "London and the 
Twenty 3hips," pp. 327-28.
27 Minutes of the Court of aldermen, Feb. 17, end 26, 
1634(5), Repertory, XLIX, fo ls . 97b-98, 106b-107.
28 Russell*s account of ship-money received and issued,
Mar. 8, 1634(5), Gal. 3. P. Dorn. 1634-55. p. 569.
Again the City’s estiLiate did not agree with that of 
the council (see note #17, this chapter), this time as to 
the cost of the Merhonour and owlftsure. The l i s t  of the 
king’s ships with tonnages, number of men, and estimated 
costs, Feb. 1634(5), 3. F. Dorn. Charles I , CCLXXXIII, Ro.
119 shows the coat of these two ships to be t»14,430. In a 
certificate dated July 11, 1635 this item appears: "for so 
much unpaid of the demand of fel4,430 by the estimate for 
the Honor and Swiftsure by the City of London detained 
under pretense of stores that may be saved at the ships* 
return from sea .....^2,955-00-00. Certificate of surcharge 
of monies, July 11, 1635, 3. P. DOm. Charles I , CCXGIII,
No. 52.
It is  possible that the Londoners were justified  in 
making such a claim, for the issue was never pressed by 
the Grown. v*hen London paid in the fell,475, the sheriffs 
asked for a warrant discharging them of that sum which the 
king granted. Minutes of the Privy Council, Liar. 6, 1634(5), 
P. C. H., 2/44, p. 460. This despite earlier demands for 
the whole sum of fel4,430. 3oe Minutes of the Privy Council, 
Jan. 21, 1634(^) and Jan. 25, 1634(5), P. C. R., 2/44, pp.
general tenor of Russell’s later accounts
27
During the ensuing tliree months the records 
offer nolâiing hut routine accounts of ship-money col­
lections. Cn June 4, 1635, the lord mayor issued a pre­
cept to the aldermen asking each of them to render an 
account in writing of the status of collections in his 
ward. They were to report t they have collected end
paid, and what rests uncollected, and by whom unpaid,
29
and the particular causes and reasons thereof.” ĥen 
these reports were in and correlated, the Jity found 
i t s e lf  &4,000 short of it s  goal. The reasons advanced 
for the shortage were that some men were assessed who 
wore not liable end some men were assessed ?;ho could not 
pay. The lord mayor charged the aldermen with the task 
of reviewing their assessments to d©termine i f  there were 
any inhabitants who had not been assessed and i f  there 
were any who had been under—assessed. And the aldermen 
were to consider "what sum of money may with equality and 
indifference be imposed upon every such person, their es-
of ship-money collections indicate that the Londoners* 
explanation had come to bo accepted. Jee Gal, o. p. Pom. 
1635. p. 496; Gal. Ü. P. Dorti. 1635-56. pp. 7, 386. 3ir 
Ailliam was eventually discharged ofthe  amount assessed 
on London towards which the City had paid in cash fell,475, 
the balance of fc23,643 being represented by the supi^lying 
of the five ships. Gal. 8. P. Pom. 1636-37, p. 277.
29 Precept to the aldermen, June 4, 1635, Journal,
XXXVII, fo l. 79.
ES
te tes and substances considered, vâiereby renssinder
30
of ii4,000 may be raised."
There is  no record of how successful these 
attempts to collect delinquent accounts were, but on 
November 24, 1635, the City s t i l l  owed ial,380 to the 
masters of four of the ships for "harbor wages and other­
wise The Court of Aldermen ordered the City chamberlain 
to advance Sa900 to the ship-money fund so that the masters 
could be paid, the Chamber to be repaid with interest out
of "the collection of monies in that behalf," I .e . ,  from
31
arrearages yet uncollected when they came in.
A positive attempt to collect the "monies" in 
arrears was made by the use of the distraining power. 
During Lia y 1636, the Court ordered "that e l l  such plate 
and goods as are seized upon for non-payment of money 
towards that service end are now in the hands of the le st
30 Irecept to the aldermen, July 23, 1635, Journal, 
xx:<:vii, fo l. 92b.
31 minutes of the Court of ivlderriisn, ÎTov. 24, 1635, 
Repertory, L, fo l. 30b. Alderman John Highlord was en­
trusted with the task of paying the ships* masters. 
Shortly thereafter he was appointed treasurer of the 
ship-money fund for London. Order of the Court of Alder­
men, Jan. 9, 1635(6), Ib id ., fo l. 66b. See also City 
Account Books deposited in the Record Office of the 
City of London), series 1, v. II, fo ls . 31b, 51b v>rhich 
reveal that the Chamber borrowed the 6900 for six months 
at 7 per cent interest so that the money might be ad­
vanced to Highlord.
2 9
lord mayor aj3d sheriffs or any others shall be forthwith
brought into the Ghamber of London by inventory and sold
32
if  the owners thereof w ill not redeem the same.” Not 
a ll of the distrained goods were sold immediately, how­
ever, for in June 1637, the Court ordered that the ”d ls- 
tresses taken in the time of the mayoralty of 31r Robert
Psrkhurst" (1634-1635) be sold and that ”the overplus
33
( if  a n y  be) be repaid to the owners thereof.”
Thus i t  was that London met the demands of the 
1634 writ. It would seom that the king had been sa tis­
fied with the City’s performance, for there is  no indi­
cation in the records of any serious complaints being 
made by the Crown. Lven the fact that London did not have 
the ^ ip s ready by the ïlarch 1 deadline made no difference
to the king, for some of his own ships had asked for end
34
been granted en extension to the end of April.
32 Order of the Court of Aldermen, LCay 19, 1635, Reper­
tory, L, fo ls . 219b-£20. Included in this same entry is  
an order to Highlord to repay to the Chamber the unpaid 
balance (approx. 6700) of the loan of Nov. 24, 1635. dee
City Account Hooks, 1:11, fo l. 34b v/hich shows that High—
lord repaid the sum of 6916-00-04.
33 Ilinutes of the Court of .̂Idercjen, June 8, 1637, Reper­
tory, LI, fo l. 209.
34 Officers of the navy to the lords of the admiralty, 
Feb. 25, 1634(5), Cel. 3. P. Dorn. 1654^55, p. 523. dee 
also Lords of the admiralty to the officers of the navy, 
liar. 10, 1634(5), Ib id .. p. 572 wherein Apr. 24, 1635 was 
set as the rendezvous date, end Lords of the admiralty to 
the lord mayor of London, Apr. 22, 1635, Cal. 3. H. Dorn.
1535, p. 39 which ordered London’s ships to Tilbury Hope,
the rendezvous•
30
Unfortunately, the records of the oonmiitte that
acted as treasurer for the ship-money fund ere not extant
so i t  cannot be said with certainty how much of the
fc30,000 assessed by the Jity was never paid* however,
the sheriffs of London advised hioholas on IJovember 15,
35
1655, that i»l,200 remained un pa id on the fir s t  writ* 
oince the 630,000 figure had been an estimate to begin 
with and since unsold distrained goods would, when sold, 
reduce the shortage even more, this was not a serious dis­
crepancy* Th© tone of the minutes of the Jourt of alder­
men for November 24, 1635, wherein the 61,380 due for
36
harbor wages was ordered p©id, implies that this charge 
was perhaps the last outstanding. Of the 61,380 needed 
in the ship-money fund, only 6900 had had to be borrowed 
so that If the 61,200 shortage had been collected the 
City would have had an overage of 6300. Jlnoe some por­
tion of the 6900 borrowed from the Chamber was made up 
by the sale of distrained goods, the City’s f ir s t  estimate 
of 630,000 was remarkably accurate. The City’ s outlay 
was much closer to the 630,000 the City had estimated the 
service to cost than to the 635,118 the king’s council
35 Notes by Nicholas, Feb. 21, 1635(6), Gel* 5* P* Dorn, 
1635-36* p* 246.
36 See chapter III , p. 27 above.
31
iiad estimated* Whetiier this v̂ as the result of chicanery 
or efficiency cannot be proved althou^ the charge was 
later cm de that the 1635 ships were not fu lly  manned and 
provisioned*
Chapter IV
TffiS WHITS ITROM 1635 TO 1639
In each o f  the succeeding five years, the king
issued a ca ll for ship-money T?hich included a demand upon
London* Hever again was the London assessment as heavy
as that of 1634, for beginning in 1635 the writs were
sent to the inland counties as well as to the port towns
1
and Liaritime counties. Thus the cost of furnishing a 
navy wes spread over a greater population. Although Charles 
increased the total levy that England and Wales had to 
pay (with the exception of 1638 when the total demanded 
f e l l  below that of 1634), the most that London was assessed
1 Eotes of 3ec. Windebank, Apr. 6, 1635, Cel. S. P. Don. 
1635. p. IB state that the "imsritime counties” are to be 
brought into the contribution next year, but this is  ob­
viously an error. The maritime counties contributed in 
1634. The meaning of the notes is  clear, namely, that 
the entire country was to be called upon rether than only 
the coastal regions. 3ee also Lord Coventry’s charge to 
the judges, June 17, 1635, Rushworth, II, pp. 297-98, end 
Laud to Aentworth, July 6, 1635, Strafford’s Letters, 
p. 438, which stutes that the reason for the extension 
was that the charge would be too heavy for the maritime 
counties to bear alone. The o ffic ia l notice is  in 
Letter of instructions from the lords of the Council to 
the sheriffs of the counties, Aug. 12, 1635, P. G. H., 
2 / 4 5 , pp. 71-75. For comments upon the effect of the 
decision, see Correr to the Doge, Nov. 2, 1635 (n . s . ),
Cel. 3. P. Van. 1632-36. p. 470.
3 3
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during these five years was 616,000 In 1635. ïVltli the 
exception of the la st year, 1639, London furnished ships 
rather than money, end with the same exception the City 
fu lf illed  it s  obligations.
Jinoe the writs were very similar in content 
and the City*s method of handling them remained unchanged, 
i t  would be repetitious to consider each writ separately^ 
The writs from 1636 to 1639 prove interesting only where 
they deviate from tho normal routine.
Ihe 1635 writ, dated August 4, called upon Lon­
don to have et Portsmouth by next Larch 1 two ships, each
3
weighing 800 tons, and each manned by 320 men. A le tter
of instructions similar to that sent in 1634 accompanied
the writ. It stated that two such ships would cost,
according to his Lia je sty* s calculations, 616,000 and
directed the o ffic ia ls  of London to assess that sum im-
4
partially end fa ir ly . The Court of Aldermen acknowledged 
the receipt of the letter  end the vzrit, but made no effort
2 Gordon, Transactions. pp. 143, 155, 159 which has the 
assessments and the amounts uncollected tabulated by town 
and county for e l l  the writs.
3 List of ship-money assessments, Aug. 4, 1635, P. 0. R., 
2/45, p. 73; Order of the Court of Aldermen, Jan. 12, 
1635(6), Repertory, L, fo l. 75.
4 Llinute of le tter  of ins true tions, Aug. 12, 1635,
P. 0. R., 2/45, pp. 90-91.
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to delay or evade the conseciuenoes of the writ as they
5
had done in 1654# Committees were later «ppointed to
carry out the terms of the writ, and Alderman Highlord
6
was entrusted with the task of treasurer#
The Privy Council, however, was d issatisfied  
with the performance of the lord mayor and sheriffs of 
London and made several attempts to force those officers
7
to speed up both assessments and collections in the City,
On the other hand, the London o ffic ia ls  were evidently
content with the way the collections were coming in. It
was not until J une * 1636, nine weeks after the ships were
to report at the rendezvous, that the lord mayor sent out
a precept to the aldermen in an attempt to bring collec-
0
tions up to date. In the meantime Highlord had idle
5 ^linutes of the Court of Aldermen, Aug. 18, 1635, 
Repertory, XLIX, fol# £89,
6 Orders of the Court of Aldermen, Nov, 12, 1635, Jan, 
9, 1635(6), Jan, 12, 1635(6), Repertory, L, fo ls , 8, 66b, 
73-75b# iiee also chapter III, p, 27 above,
7 Order in Council, Feb, 14, 1635(6), April 24, 1636,
P, C, R,, 2/45, p, 443, 2/46, p, 108; Minutes of the 
Court of Aldermen, Nov, 10, 1635, Apr# 26, 1636, Reper­
tory, L, fols# 4b, 190b; Order in Council, Feb. 14, Feb, 
21, 1635(6), Remembrancia, VII, Nos, 169, 170 (Index,
pp, 467-68); Notes by Nicholas, Nov, 22, 29, Dee, 6, 20,
1635, Cal. S, P. Pom, 1635. pp. 498, 509, 537, 580,
8 Precept to the aldermen, June 16, 1636, Journal, 
XXXVII, fo l, 208,
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funds in the ship-money account* Upon his motion the
Court of Aldermen directed that &1,000 be placed in
9
the City Chamber from the ship-money fund* doveral
weeks later the Court ordered Hi^lord to lend 61,000
of ship-money funds to the Aast India Company at 6 per
cent interest and e month later repeated the order for
10
an additional 61,000* maturity date was set for
either of these loans. It is significant that by the 
time these loans were made, the ships required by the 
writ had been furnished to the navy*
Two explanations can be offered to account
for the excess of money on hand in 1636; each is , how­
ever, insufficient in itse lf*  The fir st is  simply that 
the treasurer of the ship-money fund was not required 
to pay the b ills  incurred by the business immediately*
ouch a procedure would be following the precedent sot
11
in the previous year and was to be followed again in
9 Order of the Court of Aldermen, Apr* 26, 1636, 
Bepertory, L, fo l. 193*
10 Orders of the Court of >.lderm©n, ll&y 19, June 50, 
1636, Bepertory, L, fols* £SOb, 263*
11 dee chapter III, p* 27 above.
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the succeeding years•
The second explanation for the surplus on
hand is  revealed by the dispute which arose between the
Londoners end the lords of the admiralty regarding the
fitness end sufficiency of the ships proposed by the
City. On February 7 the City reported that they would
offer the Jonas. of 1,000 tons, and the Great Neptune.
of 620 tons, their combined crews to number 640 men.
This was in accordance with the terms of the king’s
writ. Actually, however, the City was not meeting the
requirements of the 1635 writ, for a survey conducted
by the officers of the navy disclosed that the Jonas
was overrated 112 tons, the Neptune overrated 86 tons,
14
and the combined crews overrated 210 men. The dispute 
was seemingly settled when London agreed to furnish a
12 Order of the Court of Aldermen, Oct. 11, 22, 1638, 
Oct. 17, Nov. 28, 1639, Repertory, LII, fo ls . 276, 282; 
LIII, fo l. 317b; LIY, fo l. 24b, a ll  of which concern the
advance of money in later years from the Chamber to the
ship-money fund to meet b ills  vdiich were maturing faster 
than collections were being brought in. These shortages 
in the ship-money fund reveal that the committee for 
setting forth the ships did not do business on a cash 
basis. The order of Oct. 17, 1639, for instance, speaks 
of &1,800 being "near due unto the owners of the ships.” 
These loans to Treasurer Highlord are confirmed by the 
City’s accounts for 1639 and 1640. City Account
Books, Series 1, III , fo ls . 50, 91b, 143b, 180.
13 Report of the City, Feb. 7, 1635(6), Cal. S. P. Dorn.
1635-36. p. 216.
14 Officers of the navy to the lords of the admiralty, 
Feb, 18, 1635(6), Cal. S. P. Dorn. 1635-36. p. 238.
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third ship of 250 tons^ the True Love,
The Incident has capricious overtones, for the 
navy’s report came hard on the heels of glowing compli­
ments paid by the king to London for their perforiajno©
In 1634 and their expected performance in 1635* The 
minutes of the Privy Council for the day preceding the 
report of the officers of the navy reads:
sdiereas his i/iajesty and this Board have been 
informed that the committees end sheriffs of 
London did last year set forth end furnish 
tholr ships for defense of the kingdom more 
sufficiently  and with better provisions and 
equipage and much cheaper than any of his 
Majesty’s ships were provided, and that the 
like would be done this year through the sk ill 
and good husbandry of the present sheriffs end 
committees Cl#@# commltt e n] appointed to 
take care of that business* Forasmuch as it  
importeth his Majesty in point of honour and 
profit to have the services of his navy and 
ships to be ordered and imnaged with the most 
advantage for service end with the least 
charge end expense, i t  was this day ordered, 
his 1.18 je sty sittin g  in Couno 11, jRh t̂ next 
ïVednesday come sevennight the former and 
present sheriffs and committeemen of London 
are to appear before the Privy Council an ^ , 
ere required to come prepared as well with 
the particulars in what manner they did the 
last year furnish the five ships set forth by 
the said City, end likewise how they intend 
to furnish the two ships they are to set 
forth this year* And the said officers of 
the navy (who are also to attend) are like­
wise required to set down in writing the 
particulars wherewith two of his Majesty*s
15 Notes by Nicholas, Feb. 21, 1635(6), Cal. B* P* Dorn. 
1635-36* p. 246; Memorandum of ^«illiam Burgis, Mar* 16, 
Tô^TüT, Ibid* * p. 300.
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ships o t  equal burden, rank, and number of 
men were furnished in a ll points, that a 
parallel being made of the provisions and 
charge of the one and the other, and con­
sideration being had of the course and pro­
ceedings as well of the said officers of 
the navy as of the said sheriffs and com­
mittees, such use ma y be made thereof as 
may tend most to the honour, profit, and 
advantage of his Lia je sty* s service, 16
What happened later regarding this does not appear in
the register, but it  la quite likely that in view of the
navy*s report the scheduled meeting was cancelled.
But the London committee for furnishing the
ships did not give up easily . On April 25, fifteen  days
after the ships were to have been ready. Sir Henry Palmer,
comptroller of the navy, made another survey for the
lords of the admiralty end found the City’s ships s t i l l
17
short men and equipment, A few^eeks later the officers 
of the navy made a report detailing the shortages of the 
City ships. They found shortages of equipmŒit valued at 
6838. In addition the ships lacked 142 men of the figure 
required which would amount to a saving in sea wages of
15 Z&inutes of the irivy Council, Feb, 17, 1635(6), P.
C, R,, 2/45, pp. 451-52.
17 Sir Ĥ Eiry Palmer to the lords of the admiralty, Apr, 
25, 1636, 3. P. Dorn, Charles I, CCCXIX, No. 44. 3ir 
Henry found the Neptune in very poor condition, the True 
Love and the Jona a well-f 1 tted, but a ll  short of men 
end the Jonas Xeoklng the necessary beer. These discre­
pancies appeared despite an extension of time from Liar, 1 
to Apr. 10 granted to the City. See Notes by Nicholas, 
Feb, 21, 1635(6), Cel, S. P, Dorn, 1635-36. p. 246.
"ST
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&1,680, a total saving of îfa2,51S* It is  doubtful that
19
the Londoners were ever made to pay this dlsorepanoy*
Discrepancies between what was called for by
the writs and what was furnished by the City were not
peculiar to the second writ. oir Henry Palmer and
Surveyor Kenriok Ldisbury petitioned the king to grant
them fcl,374-18—01, the saving in sea wages accruing to
those merchants who rented private ships to the king for
the navy in 1637# This sum arose because such ships.
Including the ships furnished by the City of London,
20
were manned by an insufficient number of man. Hicholss
includes in his notes a brief regarding a complaint that
the City’ s ships were insufficiently supplied vdth men
although i t  is not clear whether he is  referring to the
21
1636 or 1637 ships. Again, in 1636, the Privy Council
18 Officers of the navy to the lords of the admiralty,
Hay 11, 1636, Cgl..3. P. Don.-1635-3G. p. 422.
19 Petition of i l l  lam Cooke to the king, Feb. 24, 1636(7), 
Gel. 3. P. Dorn. 1636-37. p. 460. Cooke, a captain in the 
king’s navy, asked the king for permission to collect the 
money saved by the citizens of London on the ships fur­
nished by virtue of the 1635 writ. The king granted the 
petition and gave Cooke power to ĉompound with the de­
linquents , but his success or failure is  not recorded.
20 Petition of the comptroller and the surveyor of the 
navy to the lords of the admiralty, Nov. 23, 1637, Gal. S.
P. Pom. 1637. p. 559.
21 Notes by Nicholas, Jan. 5. 1637(8). Gal. S. ?. Dorn. 
1637-58. p# 142. --------------------------------
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was not satisfied  that the ships offered by the City fu l­
f ille d  the terms of the writ which called for two ships
of 700 tons each, manned with 280 men per vessel, to be
22
at Portsmouth on the following March 1. At a meeting
of the Council, the City’ s committeemen agreed to add
a "pinnace or some other ship" to those already decided 
23
upon* In the following year London was forced to make
a substitution for the Ilatthew, one of the ships she
originally planned to use, for the officers of the navy
declared the Matthew to be completely unfit for naval 
24
service*
On the other hand, the king did not hesitate 
to save money for himself where he could. Upon the 
suggestion of s ir  William hussell, the Lewis, a ship a l­
ready taken up by the navy, was assigned to London, "for 
I find there may another ship be had of 300 tons In place 
of her [the Lewl^. and w ill be about 50 men less charge
22 Order of the Court of Aldermen, Feb. 14, 1636(7), 
Repertory, LI, fo ls . 68b-ô9; Order of the Privy Council, 
Oct. 3, 1636, 3. P. Dorn. Charles I, GCCXXJCIII, No. 9.
23 Minutes of the Privy Council, Mar. 5, 1636(7), P. C. 
R., 2/47, p. 224. The City offered three smaller ships 
in place of the two of 700 tons each asked for by the 
writ. Ihe king agreed, but ah investigation revealed a 
discrepancy, thus a fourth ship was added.
24 Officers of the navy to the lords of the admiralty, 
Iv*ar. 2, 1637(e), Gal. S. P. Dorn. 1637-38. p, 291.
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both for viotusls and wages, whereby w ill be saved to
25
his Majesty for eight months isSOO.”
The London ships seemed to have been satisfaotory
In 1657# The writ called for two ships of 700 tons each.
26
estimated to cost £>14,000. The Oity provided the ships, 
but collections were so very poor, the Chamber had to ad­
vance a totfil of fe5,979 to the ship-money fund to pay the 
27
ship owners*
In 1638 the king* s writ called upon London to
28
supply one ship of 500 tons with 200 men to cost £>5,000.
Upon receipt of the writ, tho lord mayor issued the usual
precept to the aldermen ordering them to make the assess-
29
ments on the wards* Returns must have .been highly un­
satisfactory, for on January 29, 1638(9), the Court of
25 Ib id ., This quotation is  from a postscfipt by air 
william Russell to the letter  of the officers of the navy. 
Orders were issued in accordance with this suggestion.
Gee Lords of the admiralty to the officers of the navy,
and the same to the committees of London, liar. 9, 1637(8),
Ib id ., p. 300.
26 Order of the Court of Aldermen, IIov. 16, 1537, Reper­
tory, LII, fo l. 18b.
27 Gi'ders of the Court of /Jjdermen, Oct. 11, 22, 1638, 
Nov. 28, 1639, Repertory, LII, fo ls . 276, 282; LIV, fo l. 
24b.
28 The king to tho mayor, commonalty, and citizens of
London, Nov. 5, 1638, Gel. G. P. Dorn. 1658-39, p. 88.
29 Precept to the aldermen, Nov. 26, 1638, Journal, 
XXXVIII, fo l. 174b.
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Aldermen appointed a committee to attend the Earl of
Northumberland  ̂ Lord Hi^ Admiral of His Majesty*s f le e t ,
and explain to him Wiy the Gity found i t  impossible to
SO
furnish a ship for the current yoar*s f le e t . No reasons 
are given in the Gity’ s records, but i t  is  apparent from 
later developrasnts that failure of receipts was the primary 
reason* In any event their mission was a f  ui lure. On 
March 19 the Court of Aldermen thou^t i t  f i t  that the 
twelve great livei-y companies of London lend the Gity
61.000 which was required by the owners of the ship be-
51
fore they vo uld release i t  to the Gity. The lord mayor
issued a precept to the twelve companies requesting the 
52
loan. According to a news letter  of the times, the
twelve companies refused to lend the money for the ship
to the Gity, and the lord mayor was forced to borrow the
53
61.000 from them on his own credit.
50 Order of the Court of Aldermen, Jan. 29, 1638(9), 
Bepertory, LIII, fo l. 81.
51 Ainutes of the Court of iildermen, Aar. 19, 1638(9) , 
Repertory, LIII, fo l. 142b.
32 Precept to Mr. and wardens of companies (no date, but 
probably Mar. 22 or 23, 1658(9)), Journal, XXXVIII, fo l. 
224b. The suggested division of the loan was as follows: 
mercers, grocers, drapers, fishmongers, goldsmiths, mer­
chant a il ors, and haberdashers to lend 6100 each; skinners, 
salters, jpoimpngers, vintners, end clothworkers to lend 
660 each.
33 RossIngham to Conway, April 16, 1639, Gal. 3. P. Dorn. 
1659. p. 51. ---------------------------------
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It is impossible to judge with e n y  degree o t
certainty the success o t  the London o ffic ia ls  in their
attempts to collect the assessments on the writs of
1635, 1636, 1637, end 1638. The ship-money sccounts
were not kept in the City’s regular account books, end
neither the minutes of the Court of Aldermen nor the
Court of Oonsaon Councils disclose the amounts of the
shortages. That there were shortages is obvious from
the City account books where the loans to the ship-money
fund were carried forward from year to year. as late as
the fisca l year 1647-1648, the accounts show &7,611-18-02
34
as being due from the ship-money fund. Ihis figure is  
very inconclusive insofar as any one year is  concerned, 
particularly 1638 where even the in it ia l payment of &1,000 
to rent e ship had to be borrowed outside the Chamber.
During these four years, the City did furnish 
the ^ ip s called for, and in this sense the king’s de­
mands were met. Dut in another sense, he may not have 
received a ll  he wanted. London was the focal point of 
interest in the Lngland of the seventeenth century, end 
poor collections there for any reason whatsoever would
34 City Account Books, Series 1, VI, fo l. 198.
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35
be bound to have a like effect throu^out the country.
This would explain the king’s anxiety to keep collections
up to date in London and the nunierous times City o ffic ia ls
were called before the Privy Council to report their
accomplishmen ts despite the fact that the ships were 
36
supplied.
In 1639 London decided to pay money rather than
37
to furnish ships as she had done in the past. This de­
cision was probably caused by tho d ifficu lties the lord 
mayor experienced in setting out the one ship required
by the previous year’s writ# This year his Lis Je sty’s
38
writ called for two ships, and in the face of a growing 
opposition to imposts of a ll kinds, the o ffic ia ls  un­
doubtedly desired to simplify their work. By paying
35 This view is expressed by the Venetian ambassador in 
Correr to the Do^, Jan. 5, 1635 (n ,s. ), Cal, 3, P. Yen, 
1632-36» p. 314, See also the Council’s remarks in the 
some vein. Order in Council, Nov, 24, 1639, Cal, 3, P,
Pom. 1639-40. p, 119.
36 Orders of the Court of Aldermen, Nov, 10, 1635, Apr,
26, 1636, Bepertory, L, fo ls , 4b, 190b,and Orders in 
Council, Jan, 25, 1634(5), Peb, 17, 1635(6), Apr, 24,
1636, June 24, 1638, Deo. 30, 1638, July 5, 1640, P. G, R,, 
2/44, p, 357; 2/45, p. 443; 2/46, p. 108; 2/49, pp. 290, 
620-21; 2/52, p. 620, a ll  of which are examples of City 
o ffic ia ls  appearing before the Privy Council,
37 I^inutes of the Privy Council, Feb, 5, 1639(40), P, C, 
R., 2/51, p. 294; Nicholas to oir John Pennington, Feb. 5, 
1639(40), Cal, S, P, Dorn, 1639-40. p, 430,
38 Precept to the s idermen, Jan, 3, 1639(40), Journal, 
XXXIX, fo l ,  24.
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money the City would eliminate the committee work involved 
in setting out the ships and avoid the time-consuming 
arguments they had had in the past with the lords o t  the 
admiralty end the officers of the navy. But the step 
was to no avail, for th is year, the la st In which the 
writs were issued, the ship-money collections were a com­
plete failure. Of a total of fcl4,000 demanded of the
City, only 6810-02-00 was ever paid to the treasurer of 
39
the navy. The same state of affa irs, in varying pro­
portions, was true for the rest of England.
It would seem that when the people learned the t 
Charles was calling a parliament, they waited. Charles, 
himself, acted in the same fashion. Rossingham wrote 
from London in ^pril, . .his Llajesty has not called 
upon the sheriffs loany a day for an account of that busi-
40
ness ( i .e .  ship-money), and there is  not yet 6200 levied." 
After the "short parliament" was dissolved with none of 
the grievances having been settled the people simply 
would not pay their assessments.
39 Gordon, Transactions, p. 159.
40 Rossingham to Conway, Apr. 14, 1640, Cal. S. P. Dorn. 
1640, p. 31. ~
C h a p t e r  V
TEE GROVmi OF OPPOSITION
It is  apparent, of ocurse, that some opposition 
to ship-money existed from the very beginning. Offlo ia1 
London attempted to evade the consequences of the f ir s t  
writ by it s  petition to be relieved Of the charge. Early 
in 1635 the recorder, sheriffs, and some aldermen of Lon­
don reported to the Privy CounoiX that some noblemen 
living in London had given "dilatory answers to those 
that come to demand the sums assessed" and "before any 
payment made have in contempt absented themselves and 
shut up the doors of their houses on purpose that no dis­
tress should be taken," A very similar report was made
£
by the recorder in the following year. Sometime in 1535
Nicholas made certain suggestions on how to deal with the
"impediments” to the collection of ship-money, oome of
these "impediments” were: (1) the refusal of officers
subordinate to the sheriffs to execute the warrants, (2)
"disorderly and unequal” assessments, (3) the assessment
3
of more money than called for by the writs, (4) collectors
1 Llinutes of the Privy Council, Feb, 8, 1634(5), P, G, 
R,, 2/44, pp, 385-86,
£ :Pinutes of the Privy Council, Feb, 21, 1635(6), P. G, 
E,, 2/45, p. 472; Order in Council, Feb, 21, 1635(6), 
Hemembrenoia, VII, No, 170 (Index, pp, 467-68).
R Art of this Is In Report to the council, Dec,
.1. worn, Charles I, GGLXCTIII, No, 100.
refusing to release the money they had on hand, and (5)
collectors keeping for "other public uses" the overplus 
4
levied#
In response to these reports the Council di­
rected the o ffic ia ls  to call the recalcitrants before 
the lord mayor, to distrain their goods* or to arrest 
them i f  necessary# In the later years, however, the 
tenor of the Council*s directives changed, and they came 
more and more to hold the higher o ffic ia ls  themselves 
responsible for the arrears and other shortcomings. Cn 
December 30, 1638, for Instance, the Oouncil wrote to 
the lord mayor of London, "the greatest part of the ship- 
money #• .assessed. •# last year, 1637, Is yet in arrear and 
unlevied, which we cannot but impute to the neglect and
remissness of you the late lord mayor and sheriffs of the 
5
said City#"
A part of the d ifficu lties  experienced in ob­
taining payment of the assessments could be attributed 
to factors other than a desire to resist a tax considered 
to be either burdensome or Illega l. The plague contributed
4 Kote3 by Nicholas, (1635?), Gal. J. P. Dorn# 1635-36,
p. 6#
5 Letter to the lord mayor and sheriffs and la te lord 
mayor and sheriffs of London, Dec# 30, 1638, P. G. R., 
2/49, pp. 620-21.
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to delinquencies In some years, for the people and o ff i­
c ia ls fled from the crowded city to escape the disease
6
thus slowing down collections or making them impossible* 
Some delays were occasioned by petitions for re lie f ^en  
the assessed person fe lt  that he was being overcharged* 
auch a case was that of the Lady Elizabeth Camden, a 
widow* dhe was assessed LôO in 1639* but she petitioned 
for r e lie f  claiming that "no resident in the City, nor
7
hardly three aldermen there, are charged as much as she*"
That her statement was not an exaggeration appears from
the fact that in 1637, a year when the London assessment
was the ssnfâ as 1639, the lord mayor and Aldermen Andrew,
and Smith were assessed 610 each and Aldermen Cramer and
8
Gerrard 68 each*
Complaints were not confined to individuals,
however* The perish of St* Claves in Southwark petitioned
the Privy Counc 11 that they were charged more than the
9
other parishes in the borough* And the precinct of
6 Lord Treasurer Juxon and Lord Cottington to Sir i^illlam 
Russell, Oct* 15, 1636, Cal* S. P. Dorn, 1636-37. p. 163.
"By reason of the pre sen t v is it  at i on in Londb el. . .  the ship- 
money is not so speedily paid as was expected*"
7 Petition of Ledy Elizabeth Camden to the council, 
(1639?), Cal* S* P. Dorn* 1639-40* p. £47*
8 Note of ship-money paid in 1637, (1637?), Gal. 3* P* 
Dorn* 1637-58* p* 87*
9 Letter to the lord mayor of London, Feb* £2, 1636(7), 
p. C. a . ,  2/47, p. 183.
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Blackrriers and the parish of Christchurch in the ward
of Ferringdon ï '̂ithln complained to Ihe Court of Aldermen
that they were much overrsted in proportion to other
10
precincts and parishes in the ward* In both cases the
o ff ic ia l body appealed to ordered an investigation so
that impartiality might be achieved#
Such a course fitted  perfectly the attitude
maintained by the king and his advisers throughout the
six  years ship-money was assessed, Lliss Gordon, whose
article treats of ship-money in regard to a ll of England,
states, "It is  impossible to look tliroui^ the Counc i l
Register for the years 1634 to 1640 without being struck
by the very great amount of care taken by the council in
11
adjusting the ship-money assessments,”
^liile the Privy Counc i l  irmde every effort to 
keep the assessments impartial, they also were adamant in 
their insistence that the levies be paid, Ileny former 
Londoners neglected to pay the assessments that had been 
placed on Ihem while s t i l l  residents of the City, feeling, 
no doubt, that having moved from the City, they might
10 Order of the Court of Aldermen, Dec, 14, 1637, Reper­
tory, LII, fo ls . 47b-48,
11 Gordon, Transactions, p. 146, For a good example cf 
the Counc 11*s insistence upon impartiality see Liinute of 
le tter  of instructions, Aug, (1635?), 8. P. Dorn, Charles 
X, CCXCVI, No, 74.
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never be ceiled upon to meet their responsibilities. The 
Privy Council, however, took steps to correct their mis­
conception, insisting that such persons be brought before 
them rather than before the lord nî iyor or the local of­
f ic ia ls ,  If the recalcitrant had died, the o ffic ia ls  
were to levy upon the executors of the estate, and bring
12
the executors before the Council i f  they refused payment, 
Ihe Privy Council’s firm intention that pay­
ment must not be avoided or delayed was clearly expressed 
in the letter of instructions sent with the 1656 writs.
The Coum i 1 wrote :
i f  you find or understand of any persons that 
are refractory or that unnecessarily delay the 
payment of what shall be assessed upon them 
for the said service (whereof you must fre­
quently and often call for an account from the 
constables, officers, and others Intrusted 
under you), you ere presently without any 
delay, partiality, or respect of persons to 
proceed roundly with them (of what quality 
or condition soever they are) according to his 
Liajesty’s writ, and not to defer Bseddling with 
them to the la st or until others have paid, 
as was done by some sheriffs of counties the 
last year, end those that were refractory 
gained time above those that were well affected 
to the said service, 13
12 iïarrents directed to His Majesty’s jmessengers, July
28, 1635, H. a. R,, 2/45, p. 58; April 30, 1636, Remem-
brancla, VII, Ro, 179 tIndex, p. 468); Hov, 3, 1637,
P. 0. R,, 2/48, p, 345; Hov. 17, 1637, Kemembrencia, VIII,
Ro# 201 (Index, p, 470)#
13 .Minute of letter sent with the writs to the sheriffs. 
Got, 9, 1636, H. G, H,, 2/46, p, 389,
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Cfrioials^ as wall as ordinary citizens, were raede aware
of the Council's determination that ship-money must be
paid* Late in 1636 the Oounoil ordered "that a ll lords
lieutenants, deputy lieutenants, or justices of the peace
who either refused or forebore payment*• .shall be dis—
14
charged out of their said offices*"
To the inherent power of the Crown, Charles 
added the aid of legal opinion to make a success of ship- 
money collections* shortly after the issue of the second 
writ of ship-money a degree of opposition developed* It 
was not serious but sufficient to make it s e lf  fa it . Be­
cause of i t ,  Charles requested John Finch, Lord Chief 
Justice of the Court of Common Fleas, to ask the opinion 
of the king’s judges on the legality of the writs* A 
majority of the judges declared, "where the good and 
safety of the kingdom in general is  concerned, î nd the 
whole kingdom in danger — of vdiich his Majesty is  the
only judge — there the charge of the defense ought to
15
be born© by a ll  the kingdom in general."
14 Crder in Council, Nov# 5, 1626, Cal. S* P. Dorn. 1656—37,
p. 181.
15 Gardiner, History of hnglend, VIII, p. 94. The first  
bitter reaction against the 1635 writs, it s  disappearance, 
and its  replacement by compliance (to the disgust of those 
who had hoped to force e convocation of parliament through 
the resentment against the levy), can be traced in Jorrer 
to the Dog©, Nov* Dec. 14, £8, 1635, Feb. 15, 1636 (n* 
s . ) ,  Cal. S. P. Yen* 163::-36. pp. 470, 489, 495, 515*
5 2
Despite tïiis opinion, in June 1636, Richard 
Ohambers, a London üTerchant, sought to test the legality  
of the ship-money assessment laid upon him. Ee refused 
to pay the LIO levied upon him and was put in prison.
He sought to bring suit for trespass and false imprison­
ment against the lord mayor, but Justice Robert Berkeley, 
then s ittin g , refused to permit the legality  of ship- 
money to be argued. Berkeley insisted that "there was 
a rule of law and a rule of government, and that many 
things which might not be done by the rule of law, might 
be done by the rule of government." Chambers wes again
committed to prison, but upon payment of his assessment,
16
he was released.
The 1636 writs caused a considerable ainount of
controversy, and Charles ©gain asked the judges for an
opinion. The judges declared that not only was ship-money
e legal imposition, but that the king was the sol© judge
of how the perils facing the country were to be 
17
avoided.
The decision of the judges had the desired effect
16 Hushworth, II, pp. 3L3—24; oherpe, London and the Klng- 
dom, II, p. 115; Gardiner, History of England. VIII. pp. 
103-104.
17 Rushworth, II, pp. 352-56; Report from the judges, Feb. 
7, 1636(7), Hemembrancia, VII, Ho. 189 (Index, pp. 468—69
£c n« ) ; Gardiner, History of England, VIII, pp. 205-209.
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1 8
Collections were Jtnade rapidly and effic ien tly . But
despite the eurû of lega lity  and the successful results
of the 1636 collections, the favorable etmosphere did
not extend into the following year. In 1639 the Privy
Council ordered, "This day, upon consideration had at
the Board of the great arrears of ship-money within the
City of London due by virtue of the writ issued in 1637,
as likewise by the backwardness of the levies this present
year" the names of a ll those owing over 20 shillings are
19
to be reported to the Privy Council.
In November, 1639, Middlesex, .̂ es trains ter, the 
Tower Liberty, and the Minories reported that "many dis­
tresses (ere) now taken and cannot be sold" and "more
20
distresses this last year taken than any preceding."
And to add to the d ifficu ltie s  in London, the lord mayor 
and the sheriffs in 1640 attempted to sh ift the respon-
21
s ib illty  for the collection of ship-money to each other.
The ship-money situation began to deteriorate
18 Correr to the Doge, Mar. 13, 1637 (n.s«), Cel. 3. P. 
Ven. 1636-39, p. 158; Gardiner, History of EngTahdT'TTYT, 
p. 2Ô9.
19 Order in Council, Apr. 10, 1639, P. C. R., 2/50, p. 256
20 Account of ship-money payable in 1638, Nov. 24, 1639, 
Cal. S. P. Dorn. 1639-40, p. 120.
21 Rossingham to Con wav. Apr. 14. 1640. Cal. S. P. Dorn. 
1640, p. 31. — ------- -
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repidly early in 1640• The "short parlisraentÇ called 
to provide Charles with an array with which to fight the 
i*ebellion in Scotland, gave to ship-money a prominence 
lïdxloh had the effect of stiffening resistance to payment 
of the levies* Charles offered to forego ship-money i f  
parliament would provide some other means of supporting 
a navy, but parliament preferred to function on a grlev- 
ances-first, supplles-leter basis despite the emergency 
with which the government found it s e lf  faced* The public 
fulminations against ship-money among other things by the 
Commons added to Charles* d ifficu lties  in collecting i t ,  
for those ^ o  preferred not to pay his taxes, and they 
were numberless, knew that there were powerful men who
£2
preferred not to pay tlieirs for one reason or another*
In May the Privy Council ^taking into considera­
tion the great and supine negligence of the high sheriffs'^ 
ordered the attorney-general to examine the sheriffs m d
proceed against them in the zjter Chamber for their "con-
23
tempt and neglect*" Acting on the Council’ s orders, the
22 iVilllam Gobbett (ed*). Parliamentary History of Eng­
land* from the Norman Conquest, in 1Ù66, Tear, 1803
1 Londo n : 1807 ) , II , pp. 527-67; Clarendon, K i a t or y , I , pp. 
185-98; Gardiner, History of gland* IX, pp* 84-118•
23 Order in Council, ^ay 7. 1640. Cal. S* P. Dorn. 1640,
p. 126* -------------------------------------------
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attorney-generai examined the sheriffs and asked them to
24
*»subscsrib©” their confessions, but they e l l  refused.
Almost two months elapsed before any further
action was taken a^ in st the London o ffic ia ls . In July
the lord mayor and the sheriffs were called before the
Privy Jounoil to explain their dereliction of duty. .*'hea
no satisfactory answers were forthcoming, the attorney-
general was ordered "to prefer an information in the
otar Chamber" against them. And i f  sufficient cause were
found to prosecute any alderman, the attorney-general was
£5
to prefer a like action against him. *ifhen the attorney-
general preferred charges, the lord mayor and the sheriffs 
demurred to the 6tar Chamber b i l l ,  but they were over­
ruled. Rossingham states that "a new process is  going 
out against them...but that process lie s  yet unsealed, 
suspended for a time." The records do not reveal any 
subsequent action on the part of the attorney-general.
In the meantime resistance to ship-money was 
having an ever-widening effect. In June, 1640, Secretary
£4 Rossingham to Conway, May 12, 1640, Cal. S. P. Dorn. 
1640, p. 155.
25 Order in Council, July 5, 1640, P. C. B ., 2/52,
p. 620.
26 Rossingham to Conway, Aug. 4, 1640, Cal. 3. P. Dorn. 
1640. p. 554. --------------------------------
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Wlndebank wrote ta Lord Conway:
ti:̂  rel*rûGtorlness of many of tU© western and 
southern counties, end more particularly of the 
City of London, both In ship-money and coat and 
conduct—EKDney, w ill in probability give encour­
agement to the rebels of Scotland to v is it  their 
companions in iniquity here, and in their pas­
sage to touch St Newcastle• 27
And shortly thereafter LossIngham wrote:
he Cthe king] would waive that way Ceoining brass 
money] of supplying himself i f  the City would 
lend him fe200,000 on interest and good security, 
and would else remit the ship-money for this 
year in the City; but the citizens pretend to
greet poverty, so the brass money is likely  to
go on* 28
Blocked at every turn, the king, in a last des­
perate attempt to obtain money, issued a proclamation for 
the "levying and payment of the ship-money in arrears."
He spoke again of the imminent dangers facing Lngland, 
the perils appearing on every side in these warlike times. 
He re-emphasized his duty to defend the kingdom, guard 
the seas, and secure the safe conduct of shipping. But 
he found that his commands wero not being obeyed, that
the ships for which he had asked were not being furnished,
that the money called for in the writs was not forthcoming, 
Therefore he h&d to censure most of his sheriffs end other
27 »71nd0bank to Conway, June 15, 1640, Cal* 3. P* Dorn. 
1640, p. 301*
28 Rossingham to Conway, July 21, 1640, Ib id .. p. 496*
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o ffic ia ls  for their great neglect, and now he expected
a prompt and faithful performance of the tasks he had
set. Not only were the arrears of the present year to
be levied and collected but also those of former j^ars.
He gave the sheriffs a deadline of the following October
1 and told them he v/culd give no further respite nor
brook further delays upon "pa in of high contempt against
29
his majesty.”
But It was to no avail. The lord mayor and the 
aldermen had attempted to make collections and distrain 
goods themselves but quite unsuccessfully. Rossingham 
wrote :
the lord mayor with both the sheriffs and a 
constable, and the Oity officers, go from 
house to house to call for ship-money, but 
not above one men paid It; wherefore the 
lord mayor willed the sheriffs to take dis­
tresses upon the refusers, but they refused, 
desiring him to do the office himself, i t  
not being required by the writ. linen- 
draper refused to pay, so my lord mayor 
seized a piece of linen cloth, vAiich the 
linen-draper desired to measure, saying it  
would cost his lordship so much an e l l ,  in 
a ll &11. And i f  his lordship would take i t ,  
both the sheriffs refusing to meddle with i t ,  
ho told him he would enter i t  to his account 
in his book, and would expect payment, taking 
witness of the delivery of i t .  30
29 Proclamation for the levying end payment of the ship- 
money in arrears, Aug. 20, 1640, Journal, JLCCÏX, fo l. 119.
30 Henry Pelham to the Harl of Rutland, June 14, 1640, 
IjSS. of the Duke of Rutland, 12th Report, Append ix . Part 
IV, H. M. G., p. 521; Rossingham to Conway, June 16, 1640, 
Cal. 3. P. Pom. 1640. p. 307.
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As the Audit Office Declared Accounts have shown̂  the
51
eniount London paid on the last writ was negligible*
The experience of Mr* Hampden before the royal judges
taught the people the fo lly  of legal protests, and so
52
p o litica l resistance was substituted for them*
Cn Septmber 22, 1640, a petition was presented
to Charles at York signed by ten thousand London citizens*
They recited eight major grievances among which were the
levying of ship-money and the imprisonment of citizens
for the non-payment of ship-money, and concluded by
33
beseeching the king to call a parliament. That the non-
pa yrnent of ship-money in Ihe City of London was not based
on financial reasons is  proved by the weekly contribution
of fcl0,000 the City made to parliament during the ensuing 
54
c iv il war*
51 Jee chapter TV, p. 44 above.
32 Gardiner, History of England, VIII, pp. 271-80; I . D. 
Jones, The English Revolution. 1605—1714, p. 44; Clarendon, 
His tory, Ï , 9 è-lOÏ. J?’or the cas e i t s e lf  and the arguments 
for both sides see Rushworth, II , pp. 480-600.
35 Gobbett, Parliamentary History, II, pp. 585-87; Gardiner, 
History of England. IX, p. 207.
34 v̂ ren, ••London end the Twenty Ships,” pp. 521—22.
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II
■THE 1634 ASSESSilEHT ON THE PREOINOT OF ST. MARY BOTHAW
IN WALBaoOK WARD*
"The assessment of 630,000 for the setting out 
of seven ships, whereof the ward of Aalbrook Is taxed to 
ii828 end the preolnct of s t . llary Bo thaw Is taxed to 
676—08—06, which Is levied upon the Inhabitants as follows
John Steels & 1—0 6—08
Hmiry chamley 2-06-08
Tho^ Hilton 2—06—08
Fra. Groft 1—06—08
The. Hudson £-13-04
Jeremy Busher 5-06-08
The • iklayo 2-00-00
The. Lage 0-07-06
The. Barrett 2-00-00
1310. Totly 0-13-04
Rich. Goer 0-13-04
The. Blaxton 1«15-00
Charles Stock 0-03-04
Âm. Chamberlin 0-13-04
Nicholas Marshal 0-06-08
Tho. Lathy 0-03-04
Kobt. Hudson 15-00-00
Tho. Man 6-13-04
The. Cleave 6-13-04, but paid &10
Edw. Gittins 2-13-04
Fra. Heath 2-00—00
Tho. Haye 2—00—00
Mrs. Wood 2—00—00
Tho. Mayhew 2-00—00
John Terre 13-06-08. but pe id 620
iÆ. Livingston, minister, not rated."
* (Deo.) 1634, atate Papers, Domestic Series, Oharlea I , 
OCLXXVIli, Ko. 109.
